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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Final Environmental Assessment
CSJs: 020608-049 and 0200-09-069

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is propos
improvements to an approximatelL3-mile stretch of United
States Highway (18.) 69 from the south at Farmto-Market
Road (FM) 1003 within the Town of Kountze (Hardin County
to the north at FM 1943 in the Town of Warren (Tyler County
which includes the construction limitsrbm 0.75 miles south
of FM 1003 within the Town of Kountze (Hardin County) t
0.1 miles south of Black Creekn Tyler CountyThe proposed
project is located in a rural area of East Texas and bisects th
Community of Village Mills. The Big Thicket National Presery
a National Park Service (NPS) property, and the John H. Kin
State Forest, a TexasA&M Forest Serviceproperty, are
located adjacent to the US 69 Corridor. The general location
of the proposed improvements is shown iAppendix Aand in
the inset graphicto the right. Photographs of the project ared
are included inAppendixB.

The purpose of this Environmental Assessment (EA) is
study the potential environmental consequences of the
proposed project and determine if the consequences warran
the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
This EA was prepared to comply with environmental revie

Warren
- Project Limits

=== Construction & New ROW

Project End

Us 69

From 0.1 miles south of
Black Creek to Hardin
County Line (CSJ No.
0200-08-049)

Tyler Co.

rules established by TxDOTt will be made available for
public review after TXDOT considers all comments submitte
regarding the proposed projectflit is determined that there
are no significant adverse effects, TxDOT will prepare ar
sign a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), which will
made available for public viewing.

Hardin Co.

From Tyler County Line to
0.75 miles south of FM
1003 (CSJ No. 0200-09-069)

Village, Mills

Big Thicket
National Preserve

To
Kountze
Project Begin

Project Limits
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 Existing Facility

Between FM 1003and approximately 0.80 mile north of Post Oak Road, the existingSlJ69 corridor
has two 12foot-wide travel lanes in each direction, 1@oot inside and outside shoulders, and an
approximately 100Gfoot-wide vegetated median. A 18oot separated shared use path is located along
the east side of the roadway between FI¥003 and FM 420.

Between approximately 0.80 mile north of Post Oak Road and approximately 0.45 mile south of the
Community of Village Mills, 13. 69 tapers down to a twdane facility with 12foot-wide travel lanes in
each direction and 10foot-wide shoulders.

Within the Community of Village Mills, the roadway widens to provide aftdt-wide continuous twe
way left turn lane then tapers back down to a twiane facility until approximately 0.80 mile south of
FM 1943.

Near the northern project terminus, the roadway widens again to provide a continuous {mayy left
turn until the northern project terminus of FM 1943.

Turn lanes and acceleration lanes are provided at major intersections. The rigfitvay width varies
from 100 to 200 feet. The current speed limit ranges from 50 to 75 miles per hogmph), and
approximately 6,500 to 7,300 vehicles use this road daily.

Representative photographs of the proposed project area are included Appendix B The existing
typical sections are included inAppendixD.

2.2 Proposed Project

The TxDOT Beaumont District proposes improvements along U.S. 69 fiteersouth at FM 1003 within

the Town of Kountze (Hardin County), to the north at FM 1943 in the Town of Warren (Tyler Cqunty)
which includes the construction limitsrom 0.75 miles south of FM 1003 within the Town of Kountze
(Hardin County) t®.1 miles south of Black Creelin Tyler CountyThe logical termini include FM.003
(southern) and FM 1943 (northern), which provides rathal end points for the proposed improvements
and review of environmental impacts. The proposed project has independent utility without the benefit
of other transportation improvements.

The proposed project would improve the roadway to include two-fiidt travel lanes in each direction,

4-foot inside shoulders and a 1&oot outside shoulder on the southbound lanes, and a Hdot outside

shoul der on the northbound | anes that would al so
shoulders that may be ued as travel lanes during times of significant congestion (e.grandatory
evacuations). The proposed speed limit would be 75 mph.

The project rightof-way width is typically 300 feet wide and includes existing TxD@Wned rightof-
way and additional newright-of-way. The proposed project would also include an approximately X00
foot-wide vegetated median. This design would create separation from the two travel directions,
reduce conflict points per mile, and increase capacity for the traveling public. Tim®posed project
would increase the safety along the corridor.

The proposed project would also extend the existing 46ot hike-and-bike trail along the entire length
of the project. This provides increased connectivity to the existing hike and bikelgraivithin the Big
Thicket National PreserveThree new trailheads and one new parking area would also be constructed.
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Additionally, the proposed project would
incorporate Context Sensitive Solutions (CSShe

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) defing :
cont ext sensitive sol BIG THICKET 0a
collaborative, interdisciplinary approach that o FABE i
involves all stakeholders in providing a
transportation facility that fits its setting. It is an
approach that leadsto preserving and enhancing
scenic, aesthetic, historic, community, and
environmental resources, while improving or
maintaining safety, mobility, and infrastructure
condi tThe pregposéd CSS for this project
would include improving awareness of the
surrounding resources by use of monument
signage to identify local amenities such as the Big PARKWAY MONUMENT SIGNAGE

Thicket National Preserve and the John Henry Kirb!

State Forest.

Rendering of proposed parkway monument signage.

The proposed project Giedaq @valaatedin thit EAi amalpased dnsprojectd e n't i
schematics dated May 27, 2020, included inAppendix CProposed typical sections are included in
Appendix D

South East Texas Rgonal Planning Commission (SETRPC) is a voluntary regional council of local
governments that serve Hardin, Jefferson, andrange Counties by coordinating regional approaches
to the area6ds prarsponation g enmemendysand(disaster planning). The proposed
project is included in the SETRPC Fiscal Year (FY) 2Q022 Transportation Improvement Program
(TIPXSETRPC 2019a)and the SETRPC Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 208eTRPQ021).

The proposed project is also included in the 2022022 Statewide Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP). The estimated project cost is approximately $140 milliondawill be 100 percent
state funded.

Projects in the TIP that are proposed for federal or state funds were initiated in a manner consistent
with federal guidelines inSection 450 of Title 23 CFRand Section 613.200, Subpart B, of Title 49
CFR Energy, environment, air quality, cost, and mobility considerations are addressed during TIP
programming. RelevanRegional Transportation PlarRTBH and TIP pages are included iAppendix E

1 Technical reports discussed in Section 5.0 were prepared based on schematics dated between June 17, 2019
and May 27, 2020.
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3.0 PURPOSE AND NEED

3.1 Need

The proposed project is neeed to alleviate the critical bottleneck that has been identified by TxDOT

between Warren to north of Kountze and to improve safety and mobility along an important emergency

evacuation and freight corridor. Furthering the need is the projected growth of theject area and
future expansion of Interstate 14 {(lL4) that will exacerbate the need identified above.

3.2 Supporting Facts and Data

U.S. 69, within the project limits, is a twdane facility. As one of the primary evacuation routes in East
Texas, US. 69 must have the capacity to provide safe passage during extreme events for the residents

living along the Gulf Coast. Factors contributing to the need for improvements are documented below.

3.2.1 Safety

U.S. 69 is a primary hurricane evacuation route in East Texas. This critical evacuation corridor must
have the capacity to provide safe and efficient passage during extreme events for the residents living
along the Gulf Coast (i.eHurricanes Rita [2005], 1ke[2008], and Harvey [2017]). US. 69 is listed as
an OEvacul aned6 on a major evacuation route on
provide the use of shoulders and center turn lanes in addition to regular mainlanes to create additional
outbound evacuation lanes during emergencies. The.3J 69 Hurricane Evacuation Corridor
Improvements Report assumed that approximately 55,000 vehicles would evacuate alon&.&9 in
Hardin County. As a critical bottleneck, .8 69 within the project limits cainot adequately
accommodate that amount of vehicles safely and efficiently.

With the exception of the southern 3.5 miles, which is a four lane divided highway$.l69 is a two-
lane facility, which impedes traffic movement along one of the primary huei®e evacuation and
freight routes in Southeast Texas. According
the U.S. 69 Safety Analysis Repof2018), 76 crashes occurred on U.S. 69 between Kountze and
Warren between 2015 and 2017. As shown imable 1, two of the five segments exceeded the
statewide crash average.

During this time period (20152017), no fatal crashes occurred.According to a recent local news
article, as recently as July 10, 2018, a child was killed and a man was injured inalltsion involving a
passenger vehicle and an 18vheeler along Us. 69 in the Community of Village Mills as a result of the
passenger vehicle crossing over the center median. The existing #aoe, rural facility lacks the
capacity needed to provide safetravel through the area.

t

TxDC

(0]
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Table 1: Project Corridor Crash Data

. . Distance | 2016 Total Crash State
Start Point End Point | Roadway Type (Miles) | AADT MVMP Crashes | Rate® | Averagé
CR 4755 FM 2827 | Twolane two 263 | 6552 | 6.28 16 84.86 | 103.78
way rural
FM 2827 Gore Store | Twolane two- 272 | 6531 | 6.48 20 102.82 | 103.78
Rd. way rural
Gore Store Rd.| Oilfield Rd. | T Woiane two 1.03 | 7,362 | 2.78 9 107.87 | 103.78
way rural
e Village Twolane two-
Oilfield Rd. Crock way rural 129 | 7,289 | 3.43 4 38.85 | 103.78
Village Creek | FM1003 Four or more 350 | 7,306 | 9.34 27 96.40 64.77
lanes divided

Source: U.S. 69 Safety Analysis Report, 2018.

Notes:

Village Creek is where the roadway type changes from #iane twoway into four or more lanes divided.
Crash rate is calculated as crashate per 100 million vehicle miles.

The statewide traffic crash rates are based on TxDOT Crash Statistics in 2017.

MVMT3 Million vehicle miles traveled

AADTO Average Annual Daily Traffic

agrwnE

3.2.2 _Mobility

According to the SETRPC M2P40, travel demand modeling found that 5. 69 was one of the most
congested roadways in the region (2013). By the year 2040, traffic is anticipated to increase by 20 to
60 percent in the Beaumont area, and as much as 30 percent in the Tyler County araad up to

20 percent in surrounding areas.

According to the SETRPC, the population of Hardin County is anticipated to grow from approximately
56,000 in 2013 to approximately 67,850 in 2040, a growth rate of 21 percent. The population of the
entire regim is expected to grow from approximately 396,000 in 2013 to approximately 463,800 in
2040, a growth rate of 17 percent. Similarly, the employment sector in Hardin County is anticipated to
increase from 12,790 jobs to approximately 15,080 jobs in 2040, amicrease of almost 18percent.

The employment of the entire region is anticipated to increaseom approximately 155,140 to
approximately 179,800 in 2040, an increase of almost 16 percent (SETRPC 2014his projected
increase in growth will further strairthe roadway.

U.S. 69 is a major freight corridor in the region, connectingll0 and the future expansion and
improvement of 14 with the Port of Beaumont. The Port of Beaumont is the fifth busiest port in the

U.S. in terms of tonnage and is a criticalcmponent of the nationds militar
one strategic military cargo port in the world (Port of Beaumont, 2018)14 is being developed as part

of the congressi omalPdryt sdée sié @gme& i6Iklws béeh aderdifiedJdr

potential 14 designation (Gulf Coast Strategic Highway Coalition 2018). It is anticipated tha®.l69

will continue to serve as one of the primary transportation routes for the transfer of military troops and

cargo to and from the Port of Beaumont.
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The Texas timber industry also relies heavily on theSJ69 corridor, with Tyler and Hardin Counties
being the highest timbegproducing counties in Texas. According to the BsxAlmanac (2012), Hardin
and Tyler County each produce more than $20 million in timber products annually. Timber from this
area is transported from this area to the Port of Beaumont and other regions along.69.

View oftimber-hauling truck traveling southboundat Village Creek Bridge

3.2.3 Additional Benefits

This segment of the LS. 69 corridor is located in the -
Big Thicket of southeast Texas, which is a uniqus
and diverse natural and recreational environment, |
with approximately 40 miles of trails, nine diffrent |
ecosystems, and over 200 species of trees|#
(NPS2018a). According to NPS, approximatel
171,000 visitors spent over $10.7 million in the
region while visiting the Big Thicket Nationa
Preserve in 2017 (NPS 2018b). Almost 99 percent
of visitor spendingcame from nonlocal visitors, and
this spending supported almost 140 jobs
(NPS2018b). However, there is inadequate
awareness of, signage for, and access tg
recreational areas such as the Big Thicket Nationa|
Preserve. The proposed project would help crtesa

sense of place in an ecologically significant area.

View ofexisting signage for Big Thicket National Preserve.

3.3 Purpose

The purpose of the proposed project is to improve safety and mobility alon§.89 during emergency
evacuations by reducing the number of conflict points and providing better access.

3.3.1 Safety

The proposed project would improve safety by reducing the number of conflict points from 191 to 105,
which would likely reduce the crash rate along the corridor. This project would improve safety for
motorists using the roadway on a daily ls#s, and for those relying on it during emergency evacuations.

6
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3.3.2 _Mobility

The proposed project would enhance mobility by increasing access, making entering and exiting the
roadway easier and safer. Improving access to the roadway would maintain treeflow speed of the
mainlanes while allowing entering or existing traffic to adjust their speed accordingly.
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4.0 ALTERNATIVES

4.1 Build Alternative (Preferred)

Of the three build alternatives (A, B, and C) identified that meet the purpose and needhef project,
Alternative Qvas selected. This was based on a review of the results of the alternatives analysis matrix,
feedback obtained through the community and agency engagement process, and avoidance of the Big
Thicket National Preserve. Alternative Would widen the U.S69 corridor through acquisition of right
of-way on both the east and west sides of the existing roadwde proposed righof-way would extend
approximately 200 feet west of the existing U.S. 69 facilitfrom 300 feet south of County Road
(CR)4750 to CR 1550 1.8 miles to the south. From CR 1550, the U.S. 69 right-way would be
expanded 100 feet to the west for approximately a mile before shifting the righftway to the existing
western boundary and expanding the eastern portion of the righftway by 60 fet. Just south of
CR8798, the right-of-way would shift back to the west through Village Mills and back to the center just
north of Village Mills, reducing the amount of new rigbf-way required.

Alternative Qwould require acquisition obpproximately84 acres of new rightof-way from 78parcels,
potentially resulting in five residential and one business displacements. Alternative C would also
include construction of the hikeand-bike trail and widened roadway within th&xDOTwned (former)
railroad right-of-way. By acquiring additional rightf-way on both sides of the existing U.S. 69 highway,
Alternative C would not involve impacts to the Big Thickgational PreserveThe overall rightof-way
width for this alternative would be approximately 300 & wide and would narrow to approximately
208 feet wide near the Big Thicket National Preserve

The combined construction and righdf-way acquisition cost for Alternative C is approximately
$140 million.

Refer toAppendix Cfor the Schematic of the Build AlternativeTable 2below shows a comparison of
the potential impacts of the Build and theNo Build Alternative.

Table 2: Potential Impacts of the Build vsNo Build Alternative

Alternatives
Screening Criteria Measures No Build Build
(Alternative C)

Number of Conflict Points 191 105
Number of Hikeand-Bike Trails Proposed (LF) 0 58,478
Overall Project Cost ($) 0 128.9M
Rightof-Way Cost ($) 0 1.262M
Amount of Utility Relocation Required (LF) 0 221,637
Acres ofNew Rightof-Way Required 0 84.23
Number of Parcels Impacted 0 78
Number of Business Potential Displacemesit 0
Number of Residential Potential Displacements 0
Number of Potential Displacements within Low Income 0 0
Census Geographies
Number of Potential Displacements within >50% 0 5
Minority Census Geographies
Acres of Census Geographies Below Poverty Level 0 0
Number of Adjacent Census Blocks with >50% Minority 0 5
Populations




U.S. 69 Corridor: Gateway to the Big Thicket Final Environmental Assessment

Hardin and Tyler Counties, Texas CSJs: 020008-049 and 0200-09-069
Alternatives
Screening Criteria Measures No Build Build
(Alternative C)
Number of Adjacent Census Block Groups Consisting 0 0
Low IncomePopulations
Number of Adjacent Census Block Groups Consisting 0 0
Significant LEP Populations
Acres of Proposed Righif-Way Consisting of EJ 0 14
Populations Impacted
Number of Recorded Archeological Sites 0 1
Acres of High Probability Ared®otentially Impacted 0 121.9
Number of NRHR.isted, NRHFEIigible, HistorieAge 0 1
Properties
Acres of Potential Plant Species Habitat Impacted 0 341.1
Acres of Potential Avian/Terrestrial Species Habitat 0 3411
Impacted ’
Acres of Riparian Habitalmpacted 0 8.4
Acres of Primeand Other Important Farmlands 0 118.7
Impacted )
Acres of the Big Thicket National Preserve Impacted 0 0
Acres of John Henry Kirby Memorial State Forest 0 0
Impacted
Acres of Other Publicalfpwned and Accessible Lands 0 0
Impacted
Acres of Floodplains Impacted 0 19.6
Acres of Linear Feet NHDStreams Impacted 0 7,001.3
Acres of NHBP Water Bodies impacted 0 27
Acres of Forested Wetlands Impacted 0 4.4
Acres of NoA~orested Wetlands Impacted 0 4.5
Areas of OtheiSpecial Aquatic Features Impacted 0 151.4
Number of Potential Hazmat Sites 0 6
Number of Adjacent Noise Receivers 0 112

Source: Project Consultant Team, 2.

Note: Did not include the following items in the table because there was no change from NeeBuild
Alternative to any of the Build Alternatives: Access Points per Mile, Level of Service for the Letting
Year and Design Year, Length of Roadway (LF), Length of Bridges (LF), and Number of Diamond
Interchanges.

*National Hydrography Datase® this desktop data was evaluated during the preparation of the
alternatives analysis as an indicator of potential corridavide stream and waterbody impacts.

4.2 No-Build Alternative

Under the NeBuild Alternative, the proposed project would not be constructetVithin the project
limits, no improvements other than routine maintenance activities would occur. Although the-Blald
Alternative would avoid the impacts associated with roadway construction and rightvay acquisition

in the project area, continuedegional growth and future major storm events would present safety and
mobility issues particularly during emergency evacuation events. Although theBunld Alternative
does not meet the need and purpose of the proposed project, it is carried forward andhkiated
throughout the EA document for comparison purposes.
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4.3 Preliminary Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Consideration

The following two build alternatives (A and B) were identified for the proposed project but were
eliminated from further consideration.

Alternative A

Alternative A would widen U.S. 69 corridor by extending the rightvay 200 feet to the west of the
existing U.S. 69 west righof-way line. The 106foot wide TxDO®Bwned (former) railroad rightf-way
would be used for a proposed hikand-bike trail. The overall rightf-way width for this alternative
would be approximately 300 feet wide.

Alternative Awould require acquisition of approximately 106 acres of new rigbf-way from 51 parcels,
resulting in three residential and 25 business potential displacements, two of which are located in a
greater than 50 percent minority census geography. In additioflternative A would involve acquisition
of approximately 7.27 acres of rightf-way from the Big Thicket National Preserv&he combined
construction and rightof-way acquisition cost for Alternative A is approximately $130cBillion.

Alternative B

Alternative B would widen the U.S9 corridor by extending the righof-way 200 feet to the east of the
existing U.S. 69 east righof-way line. Like Alternative A, the 106ot TxDOPowned (former) railroad
right-of-way would be used for a proposed hikand-bike trail, and the overall righbf-way width for the
proposed improvements would be approximately 300 feet wide.

Alternative Bwould require acquisition of approximately 170 acres of new rigbf-way from 88parcels,
resulting in 22 residential and 12business potential displacements. Alternativd8 would involve
acquisition of approximately 0.31 acres of righaf-way from the Big Thicket National Preserve.

The combined construction and righdbf-way acquisition cost for Alternative B is approximately
$131.5 million.

Table 3provides a dot indicating an alternative that scored higher than the others by providing the
6greatest benefitd or 6l owest impact.d® Where al/l
for all three. The number of dots wa tallied to indicate which alternative scored highest for each
screening criteria measure.

Table 3:Most Beneficial Alternative by Screening Criteria

. L Alternative
Screening Criteria Measures A B c
Least Number of Conflict Points . . .
(105) (105) (105)

Greatest Number of Hikend-Bike Trails Proposed (LF) . . .
(58,478) (58,478) (58,478)

Lowest Overall Project Co$8) . . .
(128.9M) (128.9M) (128.9M)

Lowest Righiof-Way Cos($) s
(1.262M)

Least Amount of Utility Relocation Required (LF) .
(217,360)

Least Acres of New Righif-Way Required ,
(84.23)

10
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Screening Criteria Measures alermatje
A B C
Least Number of Parcels Impacted ,
(51)
Least Number of Busines#otential Displacement .
1)
Least Number of ResidentiaPotential Displacements .
(5)
Least Number ofPotential Displacements within Low
Income Census Geographies (’0) (’O) (’O)
Least Number ofPotential Displacements within >50%
Minority Census Geographies (>0)
Least Acres of Census Geographies Below Poverty Le . . .
) ©) )
Least Number ofAdjacent Census Blocks with >50%
Minority Populations ) ) o)
Least Number of Adjacent Census Block Groups
Consisting of Low Income Populations () (0) (0)
Least Number of Adjacent Census Block Groups
Consisting of Significant LEP Populahs (0) (0) ©0)
Least Acres of Proposed Riglaf-Way Consisting of EJ .
Populations Impacted (13)
Least Number of Recorded Archeological Sites , ,
€] 1)
Least Acres of High Probability Areas Potentially .
Impacted (121.9)
Least Number ofNRHPListed, NRHFEligible, Historie
Age Properties (0)
Least Acres of Potential Plant Species Habitat Impacte .
(341.1)

Least Acres of Potential Avian/Terrestrial Species ,
Habitat Impacted (341.1)
Least Acres of Riparian Habitat Impacted

(8.4)

Least Acres of Primand Other Important Farmlands
Impacted (8’2.3)
Least Acres of the Big Thicket National Preserve
Impacted (0)
Least Acres of John Henry Kirby Memorial State Fores| . . .
Impacted (0) (0) (0)
Least Acres of OthePublicallfOwned and Accessible
Lands Impacted (0) (0) 0)
Least Acres of Floodplains Impacted

(19.6)

Least Acres of Linear Feet NHDStreams Impacted .
(6,935.6)

Least Acres of NHP Water Bodies impacted .
(2.1)

Least Acres of ForestetVetlands Impacted .
(2.7)

Least Acres of No#orested Wetlands Impacted ,
(3.6)

Least Areas of Other Special Aquatic Features Impactg

(143.6)

11
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. . Alternative
Screening Criteria Measures A B c
Least number of Potential Hazmat Sites , ,
(6) (6)
Least Number of Adjacent Noise Receivers .
(79)
Total 16 18 23

Source: Project Consultant Team, 20.

Note: Did not include the following items in the table because there was no change from the No Build Alternative to
any of the Build Alternatives: Access Points per Mile, Level of Service forlthting Year and Design Year, Length of

Roadway (LF), Length of Bridges (LF), and Number of Diamond Interchanges.

*National Hydrography Datased this desktop data was evaluated during the preparation of the alternatives analysis

as an indicator of potentil corridorwide stream and waterbody impacts.
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5.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

In support of this EA, the followintgechnical documentation was prepared:

SAAAA-AAA A A998 _9_19

Air Quality Technical Report
Archeological Background Study
Archeological Pedestrian Survey
Biological Evaluation Form
Community Impacts Technical Report
Cumulative Impacts Analysis Technical Report
Hazardous Materials Initial Site Assessment (ISA)
Indirect Impacts Technical Report

Project Coordination Request foHistoric Studies
Public Meeting Summary Report

Report for Historical Studies Survey
Species Analysis Spreadsheet and Form
Surface Water Analysis Form
Texas Trailing Phlox: Habitat Assessment and Presence/Absence Survey Report
Tier | Assessment Form
Traffic Noise Technical Report
Waters of the U.S. Delineation Report

The technical reports? are available for reviewa t

secti

ons

summar i

Z e

techni

TxDOT®d s

cal

Beaum83bQ@ Eafdex st r i
Freeway, Beaumont, Texas, 77708. Technical reports may be copied upon request. fiitlewing
s t (Enviroensentah Haddbdolo pi ¢ s

Preparing an Environmental Assessmerand the Environmental Assessment Outline

51 Rightof-Way/Displacements

The Build Alternative would require approriately 84.23 acres of new righof-way, which would
potentially involve one commercial and five residential displacementéppendix F Figure 1shows

locations of potential displacements.

Rightof-way requirements and potential displacements are summaed in Table4.

Table4: Rightof-Way Summary

Rightof-

% of Potential
Parcel ID | County Property Use ;?Ztgl (Zgrrgse)l R evc;ll?i)r/e d Parcel Displacement?
(acres) Required (YIN)
17359 Hardin C 9.14 1.28 14 Y
17396 Hardin o 7.90 0.38 5 N
17405 Hardin U 0.88 0.71 7 N
17467 Hardin C 2.99 0.53 18 N
17468 Hardin W 3.56 0.13 4 N
50834 Hardin C 8.48 0.56 7 N
58333 Hardin U 288.55 0.45 0 N
76392 Hardin C 1.51 0.13 9 N

2 Technical reports were prepared based on schematics dated between June 17, 2019 and May 27, 2020.
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Total Parcel RI\%:;F bl : S
Parcel ID | County Property Use Size (acres) Required RParc_:el Displacement?
(acres) equired (Y/N)
Unknown | Hardin Unknown 1.85 0.22 12 N
Unknown | Hardin Unknown 1.43 0.25 17 N
Unknown | Hardin Unknown 2.47 0.56 23 N
Unknown | Hardin Unknown 0.33 0.33 100 N
R003512 | Tyler U 4.00 0.05 1 N
R003522 Tyler R 3.89 0.09 2 Y
R003523 | Tyler U 1.52 0.48 32 N
R003529 Tyler R 3.00 0.17 6 N
R003534 Tyler u 8.07 3.14 39 N
R003535 Tyler R 2.69 0.65 24 Y
R003536 Tyler R 0.75 0.02 3 N
R0O03537 Tyler R 5.03 0.59 12 N
R003540 Tyler R 0.98 0.12 10 N
R003544 Tyler W 0.64 0.06 10 N
R003550 Tyler R 1.73 0.01 1 N
R003557 Tyler R 37.96 2.73 N
R003560 Tyler R 8.55 0.18 N
R003561 Tyler R 4.03 0.39 10 N
R003639 Tyler C 20.11 0.47 2 N
R003646 Tyler U 5.94 254 43 N
R003646 Tyler u 56.67 7.74 14 N
R003665 Tyler U 5.31 5.31 100 N
R003691 Tyler R 10.62 221 21 N
R003693 Tyler U 5.96 1.24 21 N
R003694 | Tyler u 7.96 0.57 7 N
R003695 Tyler R 3.02 0.68 23 N
R003700 Tyler R 25.14 1.35 5 N
R003719 Tyler U 5.26 0.60 11 N
R003722 Tyler R 28.69 1.12 4 N
R0O03738 |  Tyler R 27.25 2.65 10 N
R003747 Tyler R 6.05 1.27 21 N
R005989 Tyler U 53.86 3.50 6 N
R005992 Tyler ) 10.44 0.97 9 N
R005995 Tyler u 151.71 3.71 2 N
R005998 Tyler A 4.89 0.53 11 N
RO11750 | Tyler U 10.78 0.96 9 N
R011751 Tyler R 4.43 1.53 35 Y
R011752 Tyler I 517 1.27 25 N
R011752 Tyler I 7.70 5.13 67 N

14
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Total Parcel RI\%:;F o : G
Parcel ID | County Property Use Size (acres) Required RParc_:el Displacement?
(acres) equired (Y/N)
R011782 Tyler R 2.12 0.10 5 N
R011782 | Tyler R 2.15 0.06 3 N
R011792 Tyler R 5.05 0.64 13 N
R011801 Tyler o 5.44 0.65 12 N
R012014 Tyler U 1.12 0.09 8 N
R012515 Tyler U 22.63 1.06 5 N
R012517 Tyler R 14.01 1.59 11 N
R0O12519 | Tyler U 13.00 0.85 7 N
R012522 Tyler R 3.43 0.97 28 Y
R0O12539 | Tyler U 13.27 0.33 2 N
R012545 |  Tyler U 12.35 0.60 5 N
R012546 Tyler A 5.87 1.77 30 N
R012547 Tyler u 23.01 1.07 N
R012553 | Tyler u 26.17 0.35 N
R012563 Tyler U 10.62 0.63 N
R013160 Tyler U 20.02 0.46 2 N
R013171 Tyler U 6.63 1.43 22 N
R0O13171 Tyler u 40.00 1.46 4 N
R052854 Tyler R 3.63 0.21 6 N
R052925 |  Tyler U 0.76 0.33 43 N
R055396 Tyler U 0.36 0.04 11 N
R055515 Tyler R 212 0.32 15 N
R063036 Tyler R 5.00 0.38 8 N
R065696 Tyler R 0.95 0.33 35 Y
R065697 Tyler R 1.15 0.62 54 N
R065797 Tyler U 19.99 0.55 3 N
R312546 Tyler A 107.33 3.08 3 N
Unknown Tyler Unknown 1.82 0.1 5 N
Unknown Tyler Unknown 0.41 0.41 100 N
Unknown Tyler Unknown 3.68 2.43 66 N
Total New Righbf-Way Required]  84.23

Source: Tyler County Appraisal District 2020, Hardin County Appraisal District 2@@ject Consultant Team 2020.
Notes: A8 Agricultural; G Commercial; 18 Institutional; O8 Other; Rd Residential; U- Undeveloped W- House of Worship

TxDOT provides relocation resources to all displaced persons without discrimination in a manner
consistent with U.S. Department of TransportationJ@OT) policy as mandated by the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended in the Surface
Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987 é¢ttuniform Act). All property owners
from whom land is required are entitled to receive just compensation for their property. Just
compensation is based upon the fair market value of the property. TXDOT also provides, through its
Relocation Assistance Progm, payment and services to aid in movement to a new location.
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Both the United States and Texas Constitution provide that no private land may be taken for public
purposes without adequate compensation being paid thereof. The TXDOT RodwWay Acquisitiorand
Relocation Program would be conducted in accordance with the Uniform Act, and relocation resources
are available to all residential and business relocatees without discrimination. Relocation assistance
is available to all individuals, families, busirgses, farmers, and nonprofit organizations displaced as

a result of a state highway or other transportation project. This assistance applies to tenants as well
as owners occupying the property required for the project. Replacement structures must be lodate

the same type of neighborhood and be equally accessible to public services and places of employment.
The proposed project would proceed to construction only when all displaced persons have been
provided the opportunity to be relocated to adequate reggtement sites. The available structures must
also be open to persons regardless of race, color, religion, or nationality and be within the financial
means of those individuals affected.

With respect topotential displacements, encroachmenalteration impacts would be driven by the
relocation of structures displaced by the proposed project. Examples of encroachmalteration
impacts due to relocations andpotential displacements include a minor reduction in the supply of
affordable housing, changes in rediential and commercial property values due to the proposed
increase in access and mobility along.B. 69, changes in the local tax base due to the potential
displacements, and impacts to the residents (such as potential increased commuting time) who may
be displaced by the proposed project. Residential and commercial properties located ne&. 89 that

are not physically impacted by the proposed project may experience a change in market value, either
positive or negative.

Under the NoeBuild Alternative, the existing US. 69 would remain as is, and normal, routine
maintenance would be conducted. No rigkifway acquisition would be required, and no
displacements or relocations would occur.

5.2 Land Use

The proposed project is in a rural area of East Texand crosses the community of Village Mills. Two
publicly-owned and accessible recreation areasBig Thicket National Preserve,raNPS property, and
the John Henry Kirby State Forest, a Texas A&M Forest Service propexntg located adjacent to the
U.S. 69 corridor within the project limits. Surrounding land uses include a mix of sindnily
residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural, and open space/undeveloped parcels.

The Build Alternative would not substantially alter the existing land uigethe area.

Under the NeBuild Alternative, no impacts to land use would occur. Land use in the area would remain
as-s or change to other land uses as the community and economy warrants.

53 Farmlands
The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) does ayaply.
54 Utility Relocation

Itis reasonably foreseeable that utilities will have to be relocated as a result of this project. The impacts
resulting from removal of any utilities from within existing highway righftway have been considered
as part of the project impacts under eacbf the resource area subheadings within thiSA Additionally,

if utilities will be relocated within highway rightf-way, then the impacts resulting from rénstallation

of the utilities within highway righbf-way has also been considered as part of thproject impacts
under each of the resource area subheadings within thiSA To the extent that the owner of any
displaced utility determines to renstall the displaced utility at a location outside of highway rigbf-
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way, such location will be determing by the owner of the utility subject to the rules and policies
governing the utility relocation process.

Under the NeBuild Alternative, no impacts to utilities would occur.
5.5 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

The construction of continuous hikend-bike trails is proposed throughout the project area under the
Build Alternative. This would extend the existing #0ot hike-and-bike trail, widening it to a 12foot

hike and bike trail with twefoot shoulders along the entire length of the project. Thigill provide
increased connectivity to the existing hikand-bike trails within the Big Thicket National Preserve, and
would allow for safer, more efficient pedestrian and cyclist travel along the corridor. The proposed
project will c¢ o dglnesfor Bmphakizing BidycdeTabdsPedEstrian Accommodatipns
which implement USDOT March 11, 2010 Policy Statement on Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodation
Regulations and Recommendations

Threenew trailheadswith associated parking areasand one newstandalone parking area would be
constructed

1 One trailhead would include a kayak launch point and would be located on the south side of
Village Creek. The associated parking lot would be 300 feet south of the creek and would
include 42 parking spaces, \ith one vanaccessible and three handicagaccessible parking
spots AppendixD d Roll 5 of 17). This parking area would provide access foroposed hike
and-bike trails located west and east of U.S. 69.

1 Theparking area in the southern portion of Village M at Old Highway Loop Road would be
reconstructed. This lot would have 15 total parking spaces with one vaacessible and one
handicap-accessible parking spaceAppendixD 8§ Roll 5 of 17).

M The second trailhead would be located just west of the®J 69 right-of-way at the southeast
corner of FM 2827 and CR 1900. It would include six parking spaces (one handicap
accessible/vanaccessible)(AppendixD d Roll 10 of 17).

M Athird trailhead would be located in Warren on the northbound side of.&J 69 right-of-way,
and would include 18 parking spaces with one vaaccessible and one handicajaccessible
space AppendixD & Roll 14 of 17). It would provide access to the proposed trailhead that
heads south along the project corridor.

Under the NoBuild Alterndive, pedestrians and cyclists would continue to use the existing
transportation network as it is currently provided.

5.6 Community Impacts

An assessment for the proposed projectds potenti a
accordance with he rules and procedures established by TxDOT in tl@ommunity Impacts,
Environmental Justice, Limited English Proficiency (LEP), and Title VI Compligmedance,and other
general guidance provided through TxD@an@aint@En!| i ne (
U.S. 69 Corridor: Gateway to the Big Thicket Community Impacts Assessmentppred for the

proposed project.

As described inSection 5.2 the communities surrounding the project area are composed of a mix of
singlefamily residential, commercial, industrial, agriculture, and open space/undeveloped parcels.
The residential communities are low density and rural in nature. Residences are nipspread out
from one another. There are few commercial businesses such as a tavern, a restaurant, a dollar store,
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an automotive shop, and a liquor store. Community facilities include multiple places of worship, a post
of fice, a day cnzatien, a national preserveaamdasstate florgsa

Five potential residential displacements and two othepotential displacements are anticipated as a
result of the proposed project. The potential residential displacements represent a small percentage
of existing residences within the community study area. Tipetential displacementsare not part of
any existing neighborhoods but are located within a residential or mixase parcel. Some comparable
housing appears to be available for the potential residéial displacements within the 77664, 77663,
and 77625 zip codes. TxDOT is committed to provide required housing to ensure that decent, safe,
and sanitary dwellings are made available to all persons displaced by the proposed project. It is
anticipated thatthe other potential displacements-one produce stand and one traileavould be able

to relocate on the same parcels. While not considergmbtential displacements two parking lots (not
associated with any business or residence) are also anticipated to bmpacted by the proposed
project. Additionally, this assessment only accounts for utilities with above ground structures.
Underground utilities were notonsidered in this assessment.

The Build Alternative is anticipated to result in both adverse and bere#l impacts to access and
travel patterns. The proposed vegetated medians would increase safety for turning traffic but would
also result in changes to access and travel patterns throughout a majority of the corridor and six local
cross streets. Some prperties would only be able to be accessed by cars traveling in specific
directions. Six local streets (Neushafer Road, FM 3063, Village Mills Cemetery Road, Freeman Lane,
CR 8798, and CR 1550/8768) that currently have twavay access, would no longer be ablto
accommodate lefthand turns due to the proposed vegetated median. Thus, travel time for all
motorists and emergency responders wanting to access properties on these streets would increase by
approximately one minute. The potential changes in accessditravel patterns could result in slightly
longer travel times for other residents, employers, or business patrons along\69. However, other
commuters could experience shorter travel times due to the increased capacity and operational
efficiency of theroadway.

Mobility and safety would be enhanced for all users of the.&J 69 roadway, including emergency
vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians, due to the increased capacity and operational efficiency of the
roadway and continuous hikend-bike trails.

Negative and positive impacts to community cohesion are anticipated. Impacts to travel patterns from
proposed vegetated medians described above would result in changes in access points to residences
and businesses on both sides of the corridor. However, tlmprovements would not substantially
change the degree of separation between existing residential, commercial, and public facilities. The
roadway improvements would shift the alignment of the roadway closer to the existing residential
neighborhoods and cenmercial businesses in some areas; however, most of these improvements
would take place within existing rightf-way. Additionally, the proposed continuous hiland-bike trails
would allow for increased access of bicycle and pedestrian modes throughout fhveject area. The
Build Alternative would not affect, separate, or isolate any distinct neighborhoods, ethnic groups, or
other specific groups as 6. 69 is an existing roadway.

With respect to encroachmentlteration effects to socieeconomic resourcesindirect impacts would

be driven by changes in travel patterns and access associated with the proposed project. The potential
indirect impacts would include improved vehicular access to employment opportunities, markets,
goods, services, residential usesand public facilities due to increased vehicular mobility.

The NoBuild Alternative would not improve congestion, mobility, efficiency of access, or provide
enhanced bicycle and pedestrian movements within the project area.
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5.6.1 Environmental Justice

The Build Alternative is anticipated to increase mobility for existing and future residences, businesses,
and public facilities within the project vicinity. Environmental justice populations occur in three of the
50 populated census blocks adjacent to thgroposed project; two of the three minority blocks are
predominately American Indian, and one is predominateé®ack/African American However, it should

be noted that all three of these blocks contain a total population of less than five people. Nonetad
potential displacements are located within census blocks that contain predominately minority
populations. No predominately lowncome census block groups exist in the community study area.
Additionally, areas anticipated to have permanent changes in@ss and travel patterns occur within
one of the three census blocks containing minority populations. Pedestrian and bicycle access would
be improved with the proposed continuous hikand-bike trail network in the project area. No existing
neighborhoods wald be divided, but permanent disruptions to normal daily activities are expected
due to the proposed vegetated median, which would make some properties only accessible when
traveling in a specific direction. In some cases, travelers would have to travethe opposite direction
then complete a legal Wurn, or turnaround, to reach their destination, adding approximately one
minute of travel time.

Community outreach has been undertakerSgction 7.0), and additional outreach is being planned to
keep the public apprised of the proposed design and associated areas of additional rigifway needs.
The proposed righbf-way was carefully considered and designed to minimize impacts to residences
and businesses. Communications with affected property owners dreing conducted as appropriate.
During future public outreach, efforts will continue to be made to include environmental justice
populations. Therefore, it is anticipated that the proposed project would not result in disproportionately
high and adverse impcts to minority and/or lowincome populations.

5.6.2 Limited English Proficiency

The project area contains persons who speak Engl i ¢
present within the project area range from 0.8 to 2.9 percent. Of the 5,375 people over five years of

age, approximately 0. 4 hper veennty swveddld. Enfdilei smtadlres
the adjacent census block groups speaks Spanish.

A public meeting was held on February 19, 201%gction 7.0). The LEP population was afforded the
opportunity to participate in the decisionmaking process.Notices for the public meetings were
published in English and Spanish.

TxDOT is concerned for public health during the COXYEpandemic. Therefore, a virtual public hearing
with an inperson option would be scheduled and conducted (S&ection 7.0). Reasonable steps will
continue to be taken to ensure all persons have meaningful access to the programs, services, and
information TXxDOT provides. Any public involvement information and/or materials would continue to
be made available in English and Spanislnd translation services would be provided. Therefore, the
requirements of Executive Order (EO) 13166, pertaining to LEP, would be satisfied.

The NoeBuild Alternative would result in increased congestion and reduced mobility, which may have
adverse effects to the communities of the project area, including the LEP population. The Build
Alternative would improve mobility, reduce congestion, and enhance pedestrian and bicycle facilities,
benefitting all communities.
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5.7  Visual/Aesthetic Impacts

The proposed roadway improvements would be located in a primarily rural area. The project is
bordered on both sides by the Big Thicket National Preserve, a heavily forested, fedecailyed
national park, ard is adjacent to the John H. Kirby State Forestwned by the Texas A&M Forest
Service Both properties along with the surrounding area provide visually appealing scenery and were
considered in the design of the Build Alternative. The Build Alternative elgimpacts to both parks.

No grade separations that would affect
sight lines or views of the forested areas
are included in the design.

The graphic to the right illustrates some of
the CSS that wuld be incorporated into the
final project design. The CSwouldimprove
awareness of the surrounding resources by
use of new, special, monuments and iconic
signage identifying the locationsof local
amenities such as Big Thicket National
Preserve and John Henry Kirby Staté
Forest.

Under the NeBuild Alternative, there would
be no impact (adverse pbeneficial) to the | #=. F=rm=as=s
visual aesthetics of the area.

> us 69 coRRIDOR | GATEWAY To THE Bic THICKET SIGN AND BRIDGE CONCEPTS

Signand bridge concepts presented at CSS workshop.

5.8 Cultural Resources

Evaluation of impacts to cultural resources has been conducteth accordance withT x DOT & s
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the Texas Historical Commission (THC).

5.8.1 Archeology

A 2019 Archeology Background Study determined the need for an intensive pedestrian survey of the
proposed project area. The intensive pedestrian sury@augmented with shovetesting and backhoe
trenching was conducted on accessible parcels over a 2y period from October to December of
2019. The entire projectArea of Potential Effect APB was visually inspected; however, due to
unapproved rightof-entry in some places, various disturbances, and flooding, only approximately 300
acres (43 percent of the APE) were surveyed.

Two previously recorded archeological sites were located within the APE. Both skhegtihg and
trenching failed to identify cuural remains associated with either site. Revisits and subsequent
shoveHesting of the two previously recorded archeological sites failed to produce additional evidence
concerning the sites. Neither site could be located through pedestrian survey andabldesting. Three
additional archeological sites were identified through pedestrian survey and shaotesdting. No
subsurface historic or prehistoric cultural materials were encountere@he three additional sites are
recommended as ineligible for listingn the National Register of Historic Places (NRHRyditionally,

no known historic cemeteries occur within the APE or within 150 feet of the APE.

Because of limited right of entry and/or denials by the existing property owners for accessing

properties wthin the APE, TxDOT would perform additional archeological investigations and required
consultation for those properties within the APE once TxDOT acquires access to them.
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TxDOT initiated coordination with the THC on June 12, 2020, and coordination wampgleted on
July20, 2020. The THC concluded thaga.) No identified historic properties, archeological sites, or
other cultural resources are present or affected (Se8ection 8.2 for contractor communications
related to archeological resources resultingdm THC coordination) (b.) Property/properties are not
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places; and (c.) This draft report is acceptable.
copy of this correspondence is available upon request.

TxDOT also initiated Tribal coorthition on June 17, 2020. However, after a 30 day review period,
there were no responses.

Under the NeBuild Alternative, there would be no potential to affect archeological resources within
the project limits.

5.8.2 Historic Properties

Cultural resources staff conducted a reconnaissance survey of the APE, which was defineskasing
right-of-way where no newright-of-waywould be acquired, proposedight-of-way plus 150 feet along
the existing transportation corridor, and the proposedght-of-wayplus 300 feet from proposedright-
of-wayin location of new proposed roadwayistorians documented all resources constructed in 1976
or earlier (45years prior to the let date).

A total 0f 110 historic-age resources (constructed in 1976 oearlier) were documentedTable5 and
Appendix F, Figur@ d Historic Resources Study Ar@aThe documented, historiage resources are
categorized based on historic fuction/use as follows.

Table 5 Documented Historieage Resources

Type Number
Agricuture/Animal Facility 6
Agriculture/Outbuilding 6
Commerce/Business 3
Commerce/Warehouse 1
Domestic/Single Dwelling 35
Domestic/Secondary Structure 26
Funerary/Cemetery
Religion/Churchrelated residence
Religion/Religious Facility
Social/Meeting Hall 1
Transportation/Raitrelated 13
Transportation/Roadrelated 8
Unknown 2
Other

Source:Project Consultant Tean2020.

None of the resources are recommended NRH#Hgible as a result of the surveyand the proposed
project poses no effects to historic propertiedn compliance with the Antiquities Code of Texas and
the MOU, TxDOT historians determined project activities have no potential for adverse effects
March 17, 2020. Individual project coordination with SHP@ not required.
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Under the NoeBuild Alternative, no effects to historic resources would occwand coordination with
SHPO/THC wouldot be required.

5.9 Protected Lands

5.9.1 Section 4(f), U.S. Department of Transportation Act

Section4(f) requiremens do not apply. Tie project is 100% state funded

5.9.2 Section 6(f), Land and Water Conservation Fund Act

Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act requires that recreational facilities receiving
U.S. Department of Interior funding frorthe Land and Water Conservation Fund Act as allocated by
the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) may not be converted tenegreational uses unless
approval is received from TPWD and the National Park Service. There are no Section 6(f) resources i
the proposed project area; therefore, the project does not have the potential to impact a Section 6(f)

property
5.9.3 Chapter 26 of the Parks and Wildlife Code

Chapter 26 of the Texas Parks and Wildlife Code includes provisions similar to the fed8eadtion 4(f)
regulation, including requiring a finding that there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use or
taking of the protected land, that the project includes all reasonable planning to minimize harm and
that a public hearing be held prioto the approval of the use of land from these publiclywned park
properties. There are no Chapter 26 resources in the proposed project area; therefore, the project
does not result in any take or use of property covered by Parks and Wildlife Code, Ch&ger

5.10 Water Resources

5.10.1 Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404

This project will involve regulated activity in jurisdictional waters and therefore will require
authorization under Section 404. The following table shows the waters that are anticipatedbe
jurisdictional waters in which regulated activity is anticipated to take place. It also indicates whether
the impacts are anticipated to be authorized under Section 404 by a noeporting nationwide permit
(i.e., no preconstruction notification reaiired), or if it is anticipated that a nationwide permit with pre
construction notification, individual permit, letter of permission, or regional general permit will be
required.

Table 6: Summary of Impacted Waterbodies and Wetlands within tHeS. 69Project Area

Nationwide permit with
pre-construction
Crossin r?oor:/f;eg ,-E?,I a notification, individual
Numb e? Name Type Location prpu nd e? permit, letter of
Section 4047 permission, or general
’ permit required under
Section 4047
Intermittent . . .
6 1S2 Stream Appendix F, Figurdaj Y N
Intermittent . -
7 IS3 Stream Appendix F, Figurdah Y N
Ephemeral . .
8 ES1 Stream Appendix F, Figurdah Y N
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Covered by a

Nationwide permit with
pre-construction
notification, individual

Crossing | \ome Type Location non-eporting permit, letter of
Number NWP under . I
Section 4047 permission, or genera
’ permit required under
Section 404?
9 w7 Wetland Appe”d'g 'Z'a fF'g“réag N Y
9 W7a Wetland Appendix F, Figurdag N Y
11 w8 Wetland Appendix F, Figurdaf N Y
11 W8a Wetland Appendix F, Figurdaf N Y
Perennial : .
11 PS1 Stream Appendix F, Figurdaf Y N
Ephemeral . :
11 ES3 Stream Appendix F, Figurdaf Y N
11 W10 Wetland Appendix F, Figurdaf N Y
11 W10a Wetland Appendix F, Figurdaf N Y
Ephemeral . .
11 ES2 Stream Appendix F, Figurdaf Y N
11 w12 Wetland | APPendix ¥, Figurdaf N Y
11 W14 Wetland Appendix F, Figurdae N Y
12 W13 Wetland Appendix F, Figurdaf N Y
15 W17 Wetland Appendix F, Figurdad N Y
27 w28 Wetland Appendix F, Figurdy N Y
27 W29 Wetland Appendix F, Figurdy N Y
Intermittent : ;
27 IS5 Stream Appendix F, Figurdy Y N
Ephemeral . .
30 ES4 Stream Appendix FFigure 4w Y N
35 W36 Wetland Appendix F, Figurds N Y
Ephemeral . .
35 ES5 Stream Appendix F, Figurds Y N
Ephemeral : .
39 ES6 Stream Appendix F, Figurdp Y N
Ephemeral . :
40 ES7 Stream Appendix F, Figurdp Y N
42 w44 Wetland Appendix F, Figurdn N Y
Perennial . .
42 PS2 Stream Appendix F, Figurdn Y N
42 W52 Wetland Appendix FFigure4m N Y
Ephemeral . .
45 ES8 Stream Appendix FFigure f Y N
48 W54 Wetland Appendix F, Figurdm N Y
Ephemeral . . .
55 EC2 Stream Appendix F, Figurdj Y N
55 W63 Wetland Appendix F, Figurd;j N Y
55 W64 Wetland Appendix F, Figurdi N Y
Ephemeral . . .
55 ES9 Stream Appendix F, Figurdi Y N
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Nationwide permit with
pre-construction
Crossin rcl:oor:I-reeregrtt)i?]l a notification, individual
91 Name Type Location P 9 permit, letter of
Number NWP under . I
Section 4047 permission, or genera
’ permit required under
Section 404?
55 W65 Wetland Appendix F, Figurdi N
Intermittent . . .
56 I1S6 Stream Appendix F, Figurdi Y N
56 W67 Wetland Appendix FFigure 4 N Y
56 W68 Wetland Appendix F, Figurdf N Y
56 W69 Wetland Appendix F, Figurdf N Y
Intermittent : .
56 I1S7 Stream Appendix F, Figurdf Y N
57 W70 Wetland Appendix F, Figurdf N Y
57 W74 Wetland Appendix F, Figurdf N Y
Intermittent ; -
57 IS8 Stream Appendix F, Figuréf Y N

Source: Project Consultant Team, 2020.

The project area includes 112 aquatic water features. A total of 25.44 acres and 13,330.2 linear feet
were delineated within the project areaThe 112 features consisted of three drainage features, ten
ephemeral streams, nine intermittent streams, two permial streams, 20 freshwater emergent
wetlands, 65 forested wetlands, and three open water features. Of the 112 features, 18 waters and
25 wetlands are presumed jurisdictional and would be impacted by the proposed projese¢ table
above).

Verification d U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) jurisdiction for these areas has not been
performed to date; however, 24 of the potentially jurisdictional waters consisted of relatively
permanent waters, such as ephemeral streams and ponds, with downstream connecf to
traditionally navigable waters including Village Creek and the Neches River. iy wetlands were
directly abutting or adjacent to relatively permanent waters and are likely jurisdiction&pproximately
16.3 acres of jurisdictional wetlands and,838.4 linear feet of streams are within the project area.
Thirty wetlands were located wholly within uplands and would likely not be considered jurisdictional by
the USACEAppendix F, Figurd 8 Potential Waters of the U.$.

According to theCWA coordination with the USACE would be required for this project. The proposed
project would exceed the allowable threshold acreages to qualify for a Nationwide Permit (NWP);
therefore, it is anticipated that impacts would be permitted under an Individual Peit. Impacts to
waters of the U.S. would be minimized to the extent practicable under the Build Alternative.

Because the Build Alternative would impact potential waters of the U.S., including wetlands, within and
on both sides of the project area outsid®f the existing rightof-way, no practicable alternative that
avoids impacts is available Complete aroidance of waters of the U.S., including wetlands not
practicable given cost constraints, existing technology, and logistad constraints for the proposed
project.

All proposed roadway and drainage improvements would be designed in a manner to avoid or minimize
impacts to jurisdictional crossings. Encroachmesatteration effects to water quality from roadway
projects occur primarily due to increasedmpervious surface area which could result in increased
runoff and decreased water quality downstream. Construction of the proposed improvements would
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directly contribute to increases in impervious cover. Effects would also occur in areas where vegetation
in the proposed project area is cleared during construction. Use of Best Management Practices (BMPs)
within the proposed project area woulthe implemented

The NoBuild Alternative would have no impacts to waters of the U.S., including wetlands. Existing
drainage structures and bridge crossings would remain, and normal maintenance would be performed
as needed.

5.10.2 Clean Water Act Section 401

For a project that will use a NWP under Section 404 or Section 10, regardless of whether the NWP is
non-reporting (i.e., assumed) or reporting (i.e., requiresubmittal of a PCN), TxDOT complies with

Section 401 of the CWAby implementingTexas Commi ssi on on @rCERDEN men:
conditions for NWPs. For projects that require authorization ugrdSection 404 or Section 10 beyond

a NWP, TxDOT complies with Section 401 of @68/Aby including a Tier | or Tier Il checklist (depending

upon the amount of disturbance/impact) in the individual permit, letter of permission, or regional

general permit aglication that is submitted to the USACE, and then complying with the conditions of

the Tier | or Tier Il checklist.

The NoBuild Alternative would not impact waters of the U.S., including wetlands, and a
Section401 CWA water quality certification wouldot be required.

5.10.3 Executive Order 11990 Wetlands

ExecutiveOrder 11990 does not apply.

5.10.4 Rivers and Harbors Act

Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act (RHA) outlines the requirements for apprégatonstruct
dams, dikes, bridges, or causgays in or over a havigable waterwagnd Section 10 of this act outlines
the requirements for approval to construct smaller structures in these waterwayghis project will
involve regulated activity in a navigable waterwagnd therefore will require auhorization under
Section9 and Section10 of the RHA The following table shows the waters that are anticipated to be
navigable waters in which regulated activity is anticipated to take place. It also indicates whether the
impacts are anticipated to be athorized under Section 10 by a nomneporting nationwide permit
(i.e.,no preconstruction notification required), or if it is anticipated that a nationwide permit with pre
construction notification, individual permit, letter of permission, or regional gera permit will be
required.

Table 7:Navigable Waterways within th&.S. 69Project Area

Nationwide permit with pre
Covered by a - UL LELLL
Crossing| Name of Type of Location of | non+eporting COSZ:rmuﬁt'?qu?tg;csgfnqi's'gig'x%‘:al
Number | Waterbody| Waterbody| Waterbody é\l;lc\:ltlroﬁnldoe’; general permit required under
) Section 10?
Village Perennial | Appendix F, - _
42 Creek Stream Figure4n N Individual Permit

Source: Project Consultant Team, 2020.

Village Creek is a perennial streamand is a potentially jurisdictional water of the U.S.; therefore,
permitting underSection 9 andSection 10 of theRHA(administrated by theU.S. Coast Guard [USCG]
and USACErespectively is anticipated. TXDOT has prepared a Section 9 bridge permit exeiop
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request for coordination with USCCAIl appropriate permits would be acquired by TxDOT prior to

construction.

The NoBuild Alternative would not result in impacts; therefore, tHeHAwould not apply.

5.10.5 Clean Water Act Section 303(d)

Runoff fram the project would discharge within five linear miles of three waterbodies that are listed as
impaired by the TCEQ 22D 303(d) list (TCEQ 2020) (sed@able8). Village Creek is listed on the TCEQ
Section 303(d) list as impaired due to mercury in edible tissue, Beech Creek is impaired for copper,
and Cypress Creek is listed as impaired due to depressed dissolved oxygen in water. The proposed
project is not anttipated to contribute to the constituents of concern for these impaired waters.
Coordination with the TCEQ would be required for this project.

Table8: Impaired Stream Segments withit).S. 69Project Area

Watershed Segment Name| Segment Number | AssessmentUnit Number
Turkey Creek Village Creek Village Creek 0608 0608 01, 02, 03
Turkey Creek Village Creek Beech Creek 0608A 0608_02
Cypress Creek Village Creek Cypress Creek 0608C 0608C_01, 02,0608J 01

Source: TCEQ 2020

To date, TCEQ has not identified (through either a total maximum daily load (TMDL) or the review of
projects under the TCEQ MOU) a need to implement control measures beyond those required by the
construction general permit (CGP) on road construction prdigc Therefore, compliance with the

along with coordination wunder t he
collectively meets the need to address impaired waters during the environmental review process. As

required by the CGP, the pfect and associated activities will be implemented, operated, and
maintained usingBMPsto control the discharge of pollutants from the project site.

projectos

CGP,

The No Build Alternative would not impact impaired water segmerdasd coordination with TCEQ would

not be required.

5.10.6 Clean Water Act Section 402

Since Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination SysteifPDE$ Construction General Permit (CGP)
authorization and compliance (and the associated documentation) occurs outside of the
environmental clearance process, compliance is ensured by the policies and procedures that govern
the design and construction phases ahe project. The Project Development Process Manual and the
Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) Preparation Manual require a storm water pollution
prevention plan (SWP3) be included in the plans of all projects that disturb one or more acres. The
Construction Contract Administration Manual requires that the appropriate CGP authorization
documents (notice of inten{NOIl]or site notice) be completed, posted, and submitted, when required
by the CGP, to TCEQ and the municipal separate storm seweraystMS4) operator. It also requires
that projects be inspected to ensure compliance with the CGP.

The PS&E Preparation Manual requires that all projects include Standard Specification Item 506
(Temporary Erosion, Sedimentation, and Environmental Contjols
Chec kIl i s the drrenteregsion afSpecial Provision 506 on all projects that need authorization

under the CGP. These documents require the project contractor to comply with the CGP and SWP3,
and to complete the gpropriate authorization documents.
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The NeBuild Alternative would not result in any ground disturbance and compliance with the TPDES
Construction General Permit would not be required.

5.10.7 Floodplains

This project is not subject to Executive Order 288 because it is not a federally funded undertaking.
Design wil/ be conducted in accordance with the d

5.10.8 Wild and Scenic Rivers

There are no wild and scenic rivers present in the project area.

5.10.9 Coastal Barrier Resources

The Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) does not apply.

5.10.10 Coastal Zone Management

The project is not located within the Texas Coastal Management Plan (TCMP) boundary. Therefore, a
consistency determination is not required.

5.10.11 Edwards Aquifer

The TCEQ Edwards Aquifer Rules do not apply

5.10.12 International Boundary and Water Commission

This project does not cross or encroach upon the floodway of the International Boundary Water
Commission (IBWC) rigktf-way or an BWC flood control project.

5.10.13 Drinking Water Systems

I n accordance with TxDOT6s Standard Specification
Streets and Bridges (Item 103, Disposal of Wells), any drinking water wells would need to be pigper

removed and disposed of during construction of the project

The NeBuild Alternative would have no effect to drinking water systems.

5.11 Biological Resources

5.11.1 Texas Parks and Wildlife Coordination

A Tier 1 Site Assessment was completed for the proposed project to determine whether coordination
with the TPWD would be required. Potential impacts to the Riparian, Disturbed Prairie, and Mixed
Woodlands and Forests habitat types would exceed the threstiddbr coordination with TPWD, though
impacts to vegetation proposed by the Build Alternative would be minimized to the greatest extent
practicable. The proposed project is within range of amtntainedsuitable habitat present for several
statelisted spedes and species of greatest conservation need (SGCNs) thai dot have designated
BMPs Section 5.11.11). TXDOT initiated coordination with TPWD on July 10, 20B@sed on a review

of the documentation, the avoidance and mitigation efforts described, andqvided that the project
plans do not change, TPWD consideredardination complete on August 24, 2020.
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Under the NaeBuild Alternative, no coordination with TPWD would be required.

5.11.2 Impacts to Vegetation

The project area is located within the SobtCentral Plains ecoregion of Texas, as described by Griffith
et al. (2007) and mapped by the Ecological Mapping System of Texas (EMST) (Missouri Resource
Assessment Partnership [MoRAP], 2013). The EMST identified several vegetation types within the
project area, which were field verified by qualified biologists in November 2018 and June 2019.
Vegetation observed within the proposed project area is consistent with that of the East Texas
environment. Five general categories of vegetation were observed witthie project area during field
investigations Table9). These habitat types identified in the 2013 TxD@TPWD MOU and Threshold
PAhave been assigned acreage thresholds which, if exceeded, would require coordination under the
TxDOB®TPWD MOU.

The proposedproject area is composed of the following habitat types: Agriculture, Disturbed Prairie,
Mixed Woodlands and Forest, Riparian, and Urbaraple9 and Figure6 in Appendix fF (MoRAP 2013).
These habitat types are not considered rare or important remnavegetation as mapped by the Texas
Conservation Action PlaiTCAPR) The project area was investigated for the presence of unusual
vegetation features as identified by the TxDOTPWD MOU. Unusual vegetation features identified
within the project area includeunmaintained vegetation, riparian vegetation particularly along Hickory
Creek, Village Creek, and Black Creek, and fenceline vegetation. No remnant vegetation occurs in the
project area. TPWD recommended vegetation BMPs would be implemented where prabtea
(Section8.1), and many of the riparian corridors would be bridged to further avoid impactsifgarian
habitat. The project area was also investigated for the presence of special habitat features as
identified by the TXDOITPWD MOU, and both bottomlanhardwoods (adjacent to Hickory Creek,
Village Creek, and Black Creek), snags, and existing bridges with swallow colonies (Village Creek) were
identified.

Table 9: Observed EMST Vegetatioi\creage of Impacts within the Project Area

. . Acreage of | Threshold Threshold
MOU Habitat Type| EMST Vegetation Type Impacts Value Exceeded?
Agriculture Pine Plantation > 3m 4.09 10.0 N
Disturbed Prairie Pineywoods: Disturbance or Tame 13.85 3.0 v
Grassland
Mixed Woodland Plneyvv_oods: Pin® Hardwood Foresbr 292 93 3.0 v
and Forests Plantation
Pineywoods: Pine Forest or Plantation 2.96
L Pineywoods: Small Stream and Riparia
Riparian Temporarily Flooded Hardwood Forest 56.73 0.1 Y
Urban Urban Low Intensity 171.10 N/A N/A
Total Acreage 541.66

Source: ProjecConsultant Team, 2020.

The NoeBuild Alternative would not require any conversion of vegetation to a transportation facility, nor

would it impact unusual vegetation or special habitat features.

5.11.3 Executive Order 13112 on Invasive Species

This projed is not subject to Executive Order 13112 because it is not a federally funded undertaking.
Landscaping wi | | be conducted i n accordance
Management Manual and Landscape and Aesthetics Design Manual.
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5.11.4 Executve Memorandumon Environmentally and Economically Beneficial Landscaping

This project is not subject to this Executive Memorandum because it is not a federally funded
undertaking. Landscaping will be <c¢onduc/egetdtion n
Management Manual and Landscape and Aesthetics Design Manual.

5.11.5 Impacts to Wildlife

The project area contains a mixture of undeveloped forested land, riparian corridors, and agricultural
lands that provide suitable foraging, breeding, anstopover habitat for a number of common wildlife
species. It is anticipated that wildlife occus within these undeveloped portions of the existing and
proposedright-of-wayand adjacent land. Required clearing or other constructigelated activities may
directly or indirectly affectanimals that reside on or adjacent to the project area ROW. Larger, more
mobile species will typically avoid construction activities and movea adjacent areas.Project specific
measures, such as limited vegetatiortlearing, bat and bird protections, contractor avoidance, and
preconstruction surveys to avoid impacts to wildlife have been coordinated with TPWD and are further
discussed inSection 5.11.11 and Section 8.2

With regard to encroachmenglteration effects under the Build Alternative, the effects of removing
important wildlife habitat areas would not extend beyond the unmaintained vegetation and water
features present within the project construction. Accordinglympacts to habitat would be limited to
the area of direct impacts and no encroachment impacts are expected. Wildlife and vegetation BMPs
are included inSection 8.0

Under the NeBuild Alternative, no impacts to wildlife species or their habitats woubdcur.

5.11.6 Migratory Bird Protections

This project will comply with applicable provisions of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and Texas

acco

Parks and Wil dlife Code Title b5, Subtitl e B, Chap
removal and destruction of active bird nests except through federal or state approved options. In
addition it is the departmentds policy to, where

1 Use measures to prevent or discourage birds from building nests on raade structures
within portions of the project area planned for construction, and
9 Schedule construction activities outside the typical nesting season.

The NoBuild Alternative would nobe required to comply with the MBTA

5.11.7 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

The project is anticipated to require an individual permit issued by the USACE. Compliance with the
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act will be accomplished through the individual permit application
process.

The NeBuild Alternative would not require Fisand Wildlife Coordination Aatonsultation

5.11.8 Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 2007

This project is not within 660 feet of an active or inactive Bald or Golden Eagle nest. Therefore, no
coordination withU.S. Fish and Wildlife Servic& SFW$is required.
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The NoBuild Alternative woulchot require USFWS coordination

5.11.9 MagnusonStevens Fishery Conservation Management Act

The Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)/Magnus&@tevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA)
does not apply toeither Build or the NeBuild Alternative.

5.11.10 Marine Mammal Protection Act

The project area does not contain suitable habitat for marine mammals; therefore, the Marine
Mammal Protection Act does not apply to either Build or the #aild Alternative.

5.11.11 Threatened Endangered and CandidateSpecies

USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (IPa€cessed August 2019, April 2020, and
June2020) and TPWD lists afare, threatened, andendangered speciefRTEST: accessed July 2019,
April 2020, and May 2020)were used for this analysis.

The IPaC suggests that the proposed project is within range of the federally listed Interior Least Tern
(Sternula antillarum), Piping Plover Charadrius melodu$, Red Knot(Calidris canutus rufg, Red
cockaded Woodpecker Ficoides boreali3, Louisiana pine snake Rituophis ruthvenj, and Texas
trailing phlox Phlox nivalis ssp. texensjs For the Least Tern, Piping Plover, and Red Knot, potential
effects are only consideredn cases of wind energy projects. Potentially suitable habitat for the Texas
trailing phlox was present within the project area; presence/absence surveys for this specresre
completed in July 2020, and no plants were observedherefore, the project wilhave no effect on
Texas trailing phloxNo habitat was identified in the project area foeither the Louisiana pine snake

or Redcockaded Woodpeckertherefore, the project will have no effect on eitheiNo designated
critical habitat for any species oaars within the project area.

In addition to the federal species discussed above, the project is located within the range of, and
contains suitable habitat, for 14 statdisted threatened or endangered species and0 Species of
Greatest Conservation Nee@@SGCNSs), as listed below.

State Listed

Swallowtailed Kite (Elanoides forficatug, Wood Stork Mycteria americang, western creek
chubsucker Erimyzon claviformi}, Louisiana black bear yrsus americanus luteoluy Rafinesque's
big-eared bat Cornorhinus rafinesquij, Louisiana pigtoe RPleurobema ridelli), sandbank pocketbook
(Lampsilis saturg, southern hickorynut Qbovaria jacksoniang Texas heelsplitter FPotamilus

amphichaenug, Texas pigtoe Fusconaia askew), Texas trailing phlox Bhlox nivalis ssp. texensiy,

alligator snapping turtle Macrochelys temminckij, northern scarlet snake Cemophora coccinea
copei), and timber (canebrake) rattlesnake Crotalus horridug.

SGCNs

Cajun chorus frog Pseudacris fouquette), southern crawfish fog (Lithobates areolatus areolatu$,
Strecker's chorus frog Pseudacris strecken, Woodhouse's toad Anaxyrus woodhousji Big Thicket
burrowing crayfish Fallicambarus kountzeag blackbelted crayfish Procambarus nigrocinctuy,
American eel Anguilla ostrata), blackspot shiner Notropis atrocaudali§, Sabine shiner Notropis
sabinae), American bumblebee Bombus pensylvanicuy a caddisfly Neotrichia mobilensi3, Texas
emerald dragonfly $omatochlora margaritd, big brown bat Eptesicus fuscu3, eastem red bat
(Lasiurus borealig, eastern spotted skunk $pilogale putoriug, hoary bat [(asiurus cinereuy, long
tailed weasel Mustela frenata), Mexican freetailed bat (Tadarida brasiliensi3, mink (Neovison visop),
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mountain lion Puma concolo}, southeastern myotis bat fyotis austroripariug, southern shorttailed

shrew @Blarina carolinensig, swamp rabbit Syvilagus aquaticuy, tricolored bat Perimyotis subflavus,

woodland vole Microtus pinetorum), barbed rattlesnakeroot (Prenanthes barbatg, Chapman's orchid
(Platanthera chapmani), giant spiral ladiestresses Spiranthes longilabrig, Indianola beakrush
(Rhynchospora indianolensis longsepaled false dragonhead Rhysostegia longisepalg Oklahoma
grass pink Calopogon oklahomensig panided indigobush Amorpha paniculatg, smooth indigobush
(Amorpha laevigat3, Sox mands mAstragalug tsaxmaniofuny Texas ladiestresses
(Spiranthes brevilabris var. brevilabr)s white firewheel Gaillardia aestivalis var. winkleJj eastern box
turtle (Terrapene caroling, slender glass lizard @phisaurus attenuatu$, smooth softshell Apalone
mutica), and western box turtle Terrapeneornata).

Although the proposed project may result in the removal of potentially suitable habitat or the temporary
disturbance of individuals of these species, the project is not anticipated to cause a substantial impact

to any statelisted species or SGCNs. Any iragt to individuals would be incidental in nature. BMPs for

the Swallow+ailed Kite, Wood Stork, Cajuun choris frogsouthern crawfishfrogSt r ec ker 6 s chor u
alligator snapping turtle,eastern box turtle, slender glass lizarcsmooth softshell, northern scarlet

snake, timber rattlesnake, Woodhouse toad, western box turtteRaf i nes gqaared kat, bi g
southeastern myotis bat, Louisiana pigtoe, sandbank pocketbook, southern hickorynut, Texas
heelsplitter, Texas pigtoeAmerican ee] Blackspot shing, Sabine shiner, Silverband shiner, Western

creek chubsucker]ongtailed weasel, mink, southern shorailed shrew, swamp rabbit, woodland vole

and, eastern spotted skunkare included inSection 8.2

With regard to indirect impacts under the Build Alteative, other than potential impacts to the species
listed above, the proposed project would have rtake of any of the remaining listed species that may
occur in Hardin or Tyler Counties, their habitats, or designated critical habitats. The proposed ptoje
would not alter the hydric regime or reduce diversity within the ecosystem.

Under the Nabuild Alternative, there would beno take of any federally listed species, and no impact
to any statelisted species or SGCN, and no coordination would be requingith the USFWS or TPWD.

5.12  Air Quality

An assessment for the proposed projectds potenti al
with the procedures established by TxDOT in tlEmvironmental Handbook for Air Quality, Guidance

for PreparingAir Quality Statements and ot her general guidance provi
Quality Toolkit and documented in the.S. 69Corridor: Gateway to the Big Thicket Air Quality Technical

Report prepared for the proposed project.

This project ispartially located within the JeffersorOrangeHardin area that was formerly designated

by EPA as an attainmenrtnaintenance area for the 1997 ozone NAAQS. Effective April 6, 2015, EPA
revoked the 1997 ozone NAAQS and the associated classifications and desigoradi in their 2008
ozone NAAQS SIP Requirements Rule (Federal Register: Vol.80, No. 44, page 12264). On February 16,
2018, in a lawsuit contesting the revocation, South Coast Air Quality Management District v. EPA (882
F.3d 1138), the court issued a decisio vacating portions of EPAGSs 2
Requirements Rule, resulting in conformity once again applying to orphan areas such as Jefferson
OrangeHardin. Therefore, although the area is designated attainment/unclassifiable for both the
2008 and 2015 ozone NAAQS and has no current designation under the revoked 1997 ozone NAAQS,
transportation conformity still appliesThe proposed project is consistent with the SETRPC financially
constrained Jefferson Orange Hardin Regional Transportation Study (JOS)RMTR2045 and the
JOHRTS Revised 2012022 TIP, as amendedBoth the MTP and the TIP, as amended, were initially
found to conform to the TCEQ State Implementation Plan (SIP) by FHWA and FTA on July 18, 2019 and
January 23, 2019, respectively.
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The traffic data for the estimated time of completion year (2024) and design year (2044) is
approximately 4,730 vehicles per day (vpd) and 6,620 vpd, respectively. A prior TXDOT modeling study
and previous analyses of similar projects demonstrated that it is undily that the CO standard would
ever be exceeded as a result of any project with an average annual daily traffic (AADT) below 140,000.
The AADT projections for the project do not exceed 140,000 vehicles per day; therefore a Traffic Air
Quality Analysis is ot required.

A gualitative analysis provides a basis for identifying and comparing the potential differences among
Mobile Source Air Toxic (MSAT) emissions, if any, from the Build aneBbidd Alternatives.The full
gualitative MSAT is in the Air Qualifiiechnical Report, and the paragraph below is a summaiihe
gualitative assessment presented below is derived in part from a study conducted by FHWA entiled
Methodology for Evaluating Mobile Source Air Toxic Emissions Among Transportation Project
Alternatives.

The vehicle miles traveled (VN Estimated for the Build Alternative is slightly higher than that for the
No-Build Alternative, because the additional capacity increases the efficiency of the roadway and
attracts rerouted trips from elsewhere inthe transportation network. The additional travel lanes
contemplated as part of the project alternatives will have the effect of moving some traffic closer to
nearby homes, schools, and businesses; therefore, under the Build Alternative there may be Ipedli
areas where ambient concentrations of MSAT could be higher than the-Blald Alternative. The
localized increases in MSAT concentrations would likely be most pronounced along the expanded
roadway sections that would be built at approximately 0.80 mileorth of Post Oak Road and
approximately 0.45 mile south of the Community of Village Mills and within the Community of Village
Mills, until approximately 0.80 mile south of FM 1943. However, the magnitude and the duration of
these potential increases compeed to the NoBuild alternative cannot be reliably quantified due to
incomplete or unavailable information in forecasting projesipecific MSAT health impacts. Also, MSAT
will be lower in other locations when traffic shifts away from them. However, on giomal basis, EPA's
vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will over time cause substantial reductions
that, in almost all cases, will cause regicwide MSAT levels to be significantly lower than today.

Under the NeBuild Alternative,there will be no change in air quality impacts (adverse or beneficial)
relative to the existing condition.

5.13 Hazardous Materials

A Hazardous Materials ISA was conductéedn a c c or d a n ¢ Envinwnmertal HandBooKTTdr s
Hazardous Materialsand other gener al guidance provided throug!
Materials Toolkit. Itrevealed several unresolved concerns, which are summarized below.

91 Previous environmental studies identified inherent contamination typically associated with
railroad rightof-way as well as the presence of additional former fuel stations along U.S. 69.

1 An apparent former fuel station identified as a former Texaco (County Seat Fuel Station, PST
5895) located in Village Mills is abandonedAppendix F Figure 7B, No. 2). Research was
conducted and indicates that it operated from 1966 to 1985, and the tanks are listed as
permanently filled in place with the TCEQ. The TCEQ has only one document on file for this
facility, which showed no records of any violationsoNank closure records related to soil or
groundwater testing were identified, and there is no evidence of monitoring wells within the
parcel.

1 An apparent former fuel station (Jasper Oil Company, PST 8833) was identified in the field and
in 1995 aerial imagery (apparent pump island canopy). It is located on property currently
owned by Bible Believer's Tabernacle Church, and is located adjacent south of FM 4755
(Appendix FFigure7F, No. &). It operated from 1984 to 1998 and tanks were removed from
the ground in 1998. Testing conducted at the time found elevated levels of petroleum
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hydrocarbons and xylene in soil from the tank pit floor, but no groundwater testing was
reported. There are no TCEQ leaking petroleum storage tank (LPST) records for thistyacil
and it is not reported in the regulatory database report.

A detailed subsurface investigation plan to address potential contamination issues outlined above
would be finalized after file research and review, and the type, locations, and depths utility
excavations are determined. The subsurface investigation will occur prior to construction.

9 Several residential properties have known septic tanks. A few of those tanks appear to empty
into pits both on site and off site, including one that appeatt® empty into a stream channel.
These discharge areas are noted oAppendix F Figure7D (No. 15),Figure7F (Nos. 28 and
31), andFigure7G (No. ). Other septic tanks noted orAppendix F Figure7B (No. 8) show
evidence of leakage. Prior to any comsiction activities it is recommended that these
discharge points be corrected in accordance with County Health Department standards. The
acquisition and disposition of septic systems will be handled through the established TxDOT
ROW acquisition process.

i Several areas noted on the Hazardous Materials Features maps contained abandoned
vehicles @Appendix FO Figure7D, No. 21 andFigure7FNos. 23, 25, and 26), solid waste piles
including construction materials and electronics (No4.9, 20, 22, 24, 29. and 30), 55-gallon
drums, and oil containers (Nos. 10, 12, 2, and 27). One parcel orAppendix F Figure 7D
(Nos. 17 and 18) contained creosote treated electrical poles. These materials should be
properly disposed of prior to any construction activities.

1 While t is outside of the Build Alternative, Industrial Pipe and Supply located north of Village
Mills (Appendix F Figure7B, Nos. 613) contains aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) for fuels,
compressed gas containers for welding, and a variety of hazardous chieafs in use during
normal operations. There is also a naturally occurring radioactive materials (NORM)
contaminated pipe on site Appendix F Figure7B, No. 7).

Since the project involves building demolition of abandoned structures, asbestos and leaainp
inspections would be required.

Under the NeBuild Alternative, there will be no potential to encounter hazardous materials related to
construction or property acquisition.

5.14 Traffic Noise

A Traffic NoiseAal ysi s was accompl i s he BHWAappravedGuidelides forc e wi t |
Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Nois&raffic Noise Model version 2.5 (TNM 2.5) was

utilized in this assessment. Traffic volume data used in this analysis and appred by TxDOT®
Transportation Planning and Programming division can be found in in Traffic Noise Technical Report.

Existing and predicted traffic noise levels were modeled at 112 receiver location&pfpendix F,
Figure8 d Location of Noise Receivensthat represent the land use activity areas adjacent to the
proposed project that might be impacted by traffic noise and potentially benefit from feasible and
reasonable noise abatement.

The proposed project would result in a traffic noise impact, and tHellowing noise abatement
measures were considered: traffic management, alteration of horizontal and/or vertical alignments,
acquisition of undeveloped property to act as a buffer zone, and the construction of noise walls.

Before any abatement measure aa be proposed for incorporation into the project, it must be both
feasible and reasonable. In order to be "feasible," the abatement measure must be able to reduce the
noise level at greater than 50 percent of impacted first row receivers by at least fivecibels (A

33



U.S. 69 Corridor: Gateway to the Big Thicket Final Environmental Assessment
Hardin and Tyler Counties, Texas CSJs: 020008-049 and 0200-09-069

weighted) [dB(A)]; and to be "reasonable," it must not exceed the cefHectiveness criterion of
$25,000 for each receiver that would benefit by a reduction of at least five dB(A), and the abatement
measure must be able to reduce the noise leVéor at least one impacted first row receiver by at least
seven dB(A).

Traffic management- Control devices could be used to reduce the speed of the traffic; however, the
minor benefit of one dB(A) per five mph reduction in speed does not outweigh the@sated increase

in congestion and air pollution. Other measures, such as time or use restrictions for certain vehicles,
are prohibited on state highways.

Alteration of horizontal and/or vertical alignments Any alteration of the existing alignment codil
displace existing businesses and residences, require additional ROW, and is typically not cost
effective/reasonable.

Buffer zone- The acquisition of undeveloped property to act as a buffer zone is designed to avoid
rather than abate traffic noise impats and, therefore, is not feasible.

Noise walls- This is the most commonly used noise abatement measure. Noise walls were evaluated
for each of the impacted receiver locations with the following results:

1 RA42: This receiver represents a singamily residence adjacent to the roadway. Noise walls
that would achieve the minimum feasible reduction of 5 dB(A) while achieving a 7 dB(A) noise
reduction design goal at this receiver would exceed the reasonable, cost effectiveness criterion
of $25,000.

None ofthe above noise abatement measures would be both feasible and reasonable; therefore, no
abatement measures are proposed for this project. To avoid noise impacts that may result from future
development of properties adjacent to the project, local officialsesponsible for land use control
programs must ensure, to the maximum extent possible, that no new activities are planned or
constructed along or within the following predicted (2044) noise impact contourBable 10 provides
predicted distances to noise cotours for undeveloped areas adjacent to the project.

Table 10: Land Use Contour for Undeveloped Land

Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC)| Land Use Contour Distance from ROW
CategoryB & C 66 dB(A) 80 feet
Category E 71 dB(A) 20 feet

Source: ProjecConsultant Team, 2020.

Provisions would be included in the plans and specifications that require the contractor to make every
reasonable effort to minimize construction noise through abatement measures such as whdaur
controls and proper maintenance ofmuffler systems. On the date of approval of this document (Date

of Public Knowledge), FHWA and TxDOT are no longer responsible for providing noise abatement for
new development adjacent to the project.

The NoeBuild Alternative may maintain existing noiséevels or noise levels may change as traffic
volumes increase with time.

5.15 Induced Growth

An Indirect Impacts Technical Repomvas prepared for the proposed project in accordance with
T x D Olifddest Impacts Analysis Guidance
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The Build Alternativewould improve operational efficiency and enhance safety along theSU69
corridor. The Build Alternative would not increase access between the highway and developable land.
Because the project is not a nedocation roadway, it is not anticipated to substaially change access

or establish new development potential for undeveloped areas.

Based on demographic and land use trends, there is an unlikely potential for growth in the Area of
Influence (AOI). The AOI was identified as approximately 10,947 totades in size. Based on interviews
with local officials from the City of lvanhoe and from the City of Kountze, no development plans
currently exist for any type of development within the AOI. Additionally, according to the opinions of the
local experts intaviewed, the proposed project would not influence any development in the area
through the timeframe of 2045.Local and regional population and employment trends and projections
indicate that new development is unlikelyBased on this assessment and inputdém planning officials,

it is assumed the proposed project would not induce growth in the AOI (Drake 2019; Woodrome 2019).

Under the NeBuild Alternative, current development rates and patterns would remain constant and
no induced growth would occur.

5.16 Cumulative Impacts

A cumul ative impacts analysis was <conducted in
Anal ysis Guidelines. Based on TxDOTOs guidance,
following five steps.

1. Resource Study Area, Calitions and Trends

2. Direct and Indirect Effects on each Resource from the Proposed Project

3. Other Actionsd Past, Present and Reasonably Foreseeabk and their Effect on each
Resource

4. The Overall Effects of the Proposed Project Combined with other Acion

5. Mitigation of Cumulative Effects

Some resources were not carried forward in an effort to narrow the focus of the cumulative impacts
analysis. The table below briefly summarizes the rationale for why they were not carried through to the
cumulativeimpacts analysis.

Table 11: Resources Not Carried Forward to Cumulative Impacts Analysis

Resource Rationale

Theevaluation of air quality did not demonstrate a direct or indirect air quality impact

associated with this project andvhich could contribute to a cumulative impact, and the

area is currently in good and/or improving health with regards to criteria pollutants and

MSAT.

Archeological | A partial archeological survey where righf-entry was revealed three sites thavere
Resources | determined to be ineligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places

Although there are historic resources located within the proposed project area, there

would be no impacts on any of these resources. Therefore sthésource was not carried

forward.

Source: Project Consultant Team, 2020

Air Quality

Historic
Resources
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Table12 summarizes the overall effects of the proposed project on the resources carried forward.

Table 12: Overall Effect of the Proposed Project

mainly of roads.

Reasonably
Resource Past Impacts | Present Impacts Foreseeable Cumulative Impacts
Impacts
106,880 linear | The proposed No streams While 106,880 linear feet of Village
feet of Village project would appear to Creek is impaired, only 250 linear feet
Creek is impact approx. | intersect the twe | cross the project area. This amounts
impaired due to | 13,330.2 linear | mile section of the | to 1.8 percent of the total streams.
levels of feet of streams. | next planned US.

Streams | Mercury found | Ofthese 69 segment. The cumulative impact to streams in
in edible fish streams, Therefore, that the RSA are not expected to be
tissue. approx. 250 project would not | considerable. Largescale

linear feet are appear to impact | development is not anticipated to

impaired. streams within the | occur, and thesources of impairment

RSA. to Village Creek are expected to
diminish in the next decade.

Of the 6,953 Approx. 24.91 There is one NWI | The cumulative im@ct to wetlands in
acres of acres of mapped wetland | the RSA are approx. 124.96 acres
wetlands within | wetlands woud | feature from past, present, and reasonably
the RSA, it be impacted by | intersecting the foreseeable development. This
appears that the proposed two-mile section of | amounts to 1.7 percent of the total
less than project. the next planned | NWI mapped wetlands in the project

Wetlands | approx. 100 U.S. 69 segment. | area.
acres have been This widening
impacted by project could be
development. expected to

impact approx.
0.05 acres of this
wetland.
Of the approx. | The proposed The twoemile The cumulative impact to the
6,139 acres of | project would segment of the floodplain in the RSA are approx. 51
floodplain within | impact approx. | future planned acres from past, present, and
the RSA, 19.5 acres of U.S. 69 expansion | reasonably foreseeable development.
Floodplain development floodplain. within the RSA This is approx. 0.8 percent of the total
has been intersects approx. | existing floodplain in the RSA.
limited to less 1.5 acres of
than 30 acres FEMAmapped
and consists floodplains.
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Reasonably
Resource Past Impacts | Present Impacts Foreseeable Cumulative Impacts
Impacts
Continued The proposed The widening of The cumulative impact tcstate listed
removal and project area the remaining twe | species within the RSA amount to the
replacement of | contains no mile segment of loss of approx. 113 acres of potential
habitat for suitable habitat | U.S. 69 is not habitat, or approx. 0.1 percent of the
certain species | for any federally | anticipated to total RSAThere are no impacts to
due to the endangered effect threatened | federally listed species.
timber industry. | species. and endangered
However, overall| Therefore there | species within the
development are no present | RSA.
within the RSA | impacts to any
has been federally listed
Threatened | minimal. species.
and
Endangered Impacts to state
Species listed species
include removal
of 86 acres of
trees and 27
acres of
grasses. This
may impact
potential
suitable habitat
or temporarily
disturb state
listed species.
Continued The proposed The widening of Cumulative impacts do not threaten
removal and project would the remaining twe | any federally listed species within the
replacement of | remove approx. | mile segment of RSA.
habitat for 86 acres of U.S. 69 will not
certain species | trees and 27 result in aneffect | Impacts to state listed species from
due to the acres of to any federally cumulative impacts amount to the
timber industry. | grasses. This listed species loss of 113 acres of potential habitat,
SGCN However, overall| may impact or 0.1 percent of the total RSA
Species development potential Impacts to state

within the RSA
has been
minimal.

suitable habitat
or temporarily
disturb state
listed SGCNs.

listed species will
be limited to
removal of a small
amount of
potential suitable
habitat and
temporary
displacement
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100.3 acres of
trees would be
removed, and
approx. 14.3
acres would be
replaced.

Reasonably
Resource Past Impacts | Present Impacts Foreseeable Cumulative Impacts
Impacts
Tyler and Hardin | Approx. 13.85 The future The cumulative impact to vegetation
Counties are the| acres of widening of the within the RSA is approx. 366.5 acres
highest timber Disturbed remaining two or 0.4 percent of the total acreage of
producing Prairie (3.0 acre | miles of US. 69 the RSA.
counties in threshold) within the RSA
Texas. Approx. | Mixed would likely
36,000 acres of | Woodlands and | require the
the 78,000-acre | Forest removal of similar
RSA are (295.89 acres, | vegetation types.
dedicated to 0.5 acre The amount of
timber threshold), and | vegetation
production. Riparian (56.73 | removal required
Development acres, 0.1 acre | will not be known
has been threshold). until the roadway
minimal, and is designed and
Vegetation there appear to | Within the other factors are
be limited vegetation types| taken into
visible impacts | listed above, account.
to other approx. 85.4
vegetation types | acres of grases
within the RSA. | would be
removed, and
approx. 58.4
acres would be
replaced.
Additionally,

Source: Project Consultant Team, 2020

5.17 Construction Phase Impacts

Temporary constructiomelated impacts may occur as a result of the proposed project. These are
typically shortterm and only occur during actual construction.

5.17.1 Air Quality

During the construction phase of this project, temporary increases in PMdAMSAT emissions may
occur from construction activities. The primary constructieelated emissions of PM are fugitive dust

from site preparation, and the primary constructiocrelated emissions of MSAT are diesel PM from

diesel powered construction equipmnt and vehicles. The potential impacts of PM emissions will be

minimized by using fugitive dust control measures contained in standard specifications, as
appropriate. Considering the temporary and transient nature of constructicglated emissions, as wel

as the mitigation actions to be utilized including compliance with applicable regulatory requirements,
it is not anticipated that emissions from construction of this project will have a significant impact on
air quality in the area.
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5.17.2 Noise Impads

Noise associated with the construction of the project is difficult to predict. Heavy machinery, the major
source of noise in construction, is constantly moving in unpredictable patterns. However, construction
normally occurs during daylight hours wheaccasional loud noises are more tolerable. None of the
receptors is expected to be exposed to construction noise for a long duration; therefore, any extended
disruption of normal activities is not expected. Provisions will be included in the plans and
spedfications that require the contractor to make every reasonable effort to minimize construction
noise through abatement measures such as wothour controls and proper maintenance of muffler
systems.

5.17.3 Biological Impacts

It is anticipated that some wildlife species could occur within undeveloped portions of the existing and
proposed ROW and adjacent land. Required clearing or other constructielated activities may
directly or indirectly affect animals that reside on aadjacent to the project area ROW. Larger, mere
mobile species will typically avoid construction activities and move into adjacent areas.

5.17.4 Lane Closures

It is anticipated that the northbound side of the proposed project would be constructed firathich
would keep traffic on the existing 1$. 69 facility. Lane closures are expected be minimal and only
occur on the east side where cross streets connect to the existingSUg9 facility.

The southbound side would be constructed after the northboundde is complete. All existing traffic
would move to the newly construction northbound side. Lane closures would occur on the west side
where cross streets connect to the existing.8. 69 facility. Demolition of the existing L$. 69 would
also occur duringthis phase of construction.

Under the NeBuild Alternative, there would be no impacts related to construction.
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6.0 AGENCY COORDINATION

Agency coordination documentation is included lppendix G3 Resource Agency Coordination.

While designs for theproposed project are preliminary, based on the presence of over 24 acres of
wetlands and over 13,000 linear feet of streams It is likely that coordination with the USACE will be
required in the formof an Individual Permit (IP).

The TxDOT Beaumont Digttiand members of the Project Consultant Team met with the Big Thicket
National Heritage Trust, Jasper County, and the TexA&M Forest Service during th&r Annual
Environmental Roundtable: on July 11, 2018, to introduce the proposed project and discassnmon
goals.

The project required coordination with the THC. TxDOT ingibtoordination with the THC on June 12,
2020, and coordination was completed on July 20, 2020.

On June 17, 2020,TxDOT initiated coordinatiowith the Indian Tribes with an interest in the project
area. No responses were received within the 30ay review period.

TxDOT initiatedearly coordination with TPWD on July 10, 2020. Coordination was completed on
August24, 2020.

Coordination with the TCE@ requiredun der t he depart mentBAsardvavdys wi t h t
coordinated with TCEQ by providing the agency with a notice of availability of the draft EA.
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7.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

T x D OEndrenmental Handbook: Public Involvememtas used as a guide during this assessment.

MetroQuest Survey (November 29, 2018 June 18, 2018)

TxDOT solicited public input via
online survey, which was available
24/7 from November 29, 2017 to

June 18, 2018. The purpose of the
survey was to solicit public input on
top priorities along the entire LS. 69

corridor in Hardin and Tyler Counties.
A total of 377 individuals participated
in the survey, which helped provide
big picture priorities, concerns,
opportunities, and geographic areas
Of IntereSt, WhICh helped Shape the Did you know: Some sections of US 69 were originally constructed
project deve|0pment process. | 1n1924.In fact, according to the Texas State Historical Association,

in 1936 U.S. 69 was the only roadway running from southeast to
9 = northwest across Hardin County.

The survey asked participants to rank g g test Su
their top three priorities for the 5.

69 corridor. As shown in the following graphic, the top three priorities were: improve safety; reduce
congestion; and maintain the highway.

US 69 Corridor
“a’é—j v
Provide your input and ideas about potential improvements

Potential improvements to US 69 in Tyler and Hardin Counties would relieve traffic
congestion, provide safer travel, improve emergency evacuation and support economic
k| development.
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Survey participants said the Top 3 priorities for the corridor are:

IMPROVE REDUCE MAINTAIN THE
SAFETY CONGESTION HIGHWAY

Survey results also reflected that “Protect the Environment™ was an important priority to participants.

Top 3 Priority Rankings from MetroQuest Survey.

Survey participants also noted that protecting the envirorent was an important priority. The Project
Consultant Team used this feedback to better wunde
and was used to help develop the proposed project:?d
alternatives saeening criteria.
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3rd Annual Environmental Roundtable (July 11, 2018)

On July 11, 2018 the TXDOT Beaumont|
District hosted an Environmental
Roundtable at the Frank Ealand Hall off
the First United Methodist Church in

Jasper, Texas. The proposed projec
was introduced at this meeting as part
of TxDOTO®& S. 69 &Lorrgderr U
Update. Members of the Project
Consultant Team, as well as Jaspe
County, Texas A&M Forest Service, and
the Big Thicket Natioal Heritage Trust,
attended. The purpose of this meeting
was to discuss common goals related
to:

—F

Objectives of 3rd Annual Environmental Roundtable.

Protecting the environment,
Enhancing ecotourism in a sustainable manner, and

Identifying solutions that make sense from perspective of the multiple partiaifing
environmental stakeholders.

= =4 =4

Although this meeting primarily focused on the overall.®) 69 Corridor Update, the information
di scussed was considered during devel opment
preliminary alternatives, and screemig criteria.

Stakeholder Meeting (August 22, 2018)

The TxDOT Beaumont District hosted a stakeholder meeting at the Beaumont District office on August
22, 2018. Attendees included Texas A&M Forest Service, Big Thicket Natural Heritage Trust, and
TxDOTPlanning, Design, and Maintenance staff. The group discussed th&U69 corridor, economic
development, constraints, and the added benefit of creating a sense of place as part of the proposed
project. The meeting reinf ateasende of plaee aleng the&kpeoposdd d e
project corridor, which was incoroprated into

Context Sensitive Solutions Workshop #1 (December 5, 2018)

Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) are a
innovative approach to roadway degn that

involves crossdiscipline collaboration to develop
a design that fits within the physical setting of
the project. TXDOT Beaumont District staff and
the Project Consultant Team worked together tdg
sponsor a CSS Workshop at the Beaumont
District office on December 5, 2018. A small
group of project stakeholders, including elected
officials from Hardin and Tyler Counties, Big
Thicket National Preserve, local businesses, and
the Tyler County Historical Commission, were
invited to represent the communityat this CSS

workshop. The Project Consultant Tean
described the project limits, existing roadwa
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